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complete, and for the moment we may consider the
problem as it appeared then.

There can be no question as to the existence of Aus-
tralia as a land-area during the Tertiary era. Marine
deposits of Miocene and Pliocene age occur along the
southern and western coasts, dying out inland in such a
way as to show that though the sea encroached on these
shores it did not greatly diminish the area of the con-
tinent. In Eocene times the continental area may have
extended farther, for only in one part of Western
Australia has marine Eocene been found.

The absence of mammalian Tertiary fossils is simply
explained by the almost total absence of known deposits
in which they would be likely to occur. How a Cuvierian
palaeontologist would have dealt with such negative
evidence I do not know. Believing as he would, that
the Pleistocene and Recent species of mammals were
all separately created, he would recognize the possi-
bility that no earlier mammals had ever been created in
Australia; but he could hardly have regarded that as
probable, since it would involve so great a departure
from the ways of the Creator in other continents; still
less would he have insisted on that possibility as a
proved fact from negative evidence. How should the
believer in '' evolution-within-the-family-only Ji logic-
ally deal with the problem ? According to the accepted
classification there are several Pleistocene families each
represented by two or more species. If those species
are descended from a common ancestor, the family must
be carried back at least into the Pliocene, in spite of
the absence of palseontological evidence. The only
alternative is to assert that each Pleistocene species was
separately created and constitutes a family in itself.
Which alternative would Mr. Dew<ar choose?